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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, see pages 14-17, filed February 7, 2005, with 
respect to the rejection(s)of claim(s) 1-36 under 35 USC 103(a). and 37 and 38 
under 35 USC 102(e), have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
examiner agrees with applicant's arguments with regard to Pratt (US PGP No. 
2002/00876559 A1). Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, 
applicant's argument, on page 16, with regard to the FileNet Functionality Sheet, 
namely that the prior art does not teach allowing "'the content originiator to 
publish in file on the first server and specify what users are authorized to access 
the file,' as recited in step (a)," is unpersuasive. As acknowledged by applicant, 
the FileNet Functionality sheet discloses "multiple levels of security," that include 
access rights, network security, document services security, and property 
manager security and file encryption. Specific attention should be paid to the 
security provided as "access rights," which, as standard practice in the art, 
contains the functionality of specifying who, when, and how a file may be 
accessed. Furthermore, applicant is directed to line 35 of the FileNet 
Functionality Sheet (under sub-heading "Five Levels of Security"), which states 
"Filename encryption assures only authorized personnel can get information." 
Upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made in view of 
Levergood et. al. (US Pat. No. 5,708,780). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in 
public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in 
the United States. 

3. Claims 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Levergood et. al. 

4. As to Claim 37, Levergood et. al. disclose: 

A URL ticket for redirecting a URL request for a file on a content server 
from a client to a replica server comprising: 
A format in the a form of: 

Scheme://servername/. . . /basedir;parameters/subdir/. . . /file.extension 
where scheme represents "http" or "https," and the "server name" 
represents a DNS name of a the replica server, and wherein each 
parameter in the URL ticket includes a parameter name and a value: 

Name1=value1;name2=value2;... (see Column 5, line 54). 

5. As to Claim 38: 

The parameters include a path parameter, a start parameter, a use-by 
parameter, an end parameter, a uid parameter, a clientid parameter, a 
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sessionid parameter, a referrer parameter, and a message authentication 
code (MAC) (see Column 5, lines 56-65). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-36 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Levergood et. al. in view of the FileNet Functionality Sheet. 

8. As to claims 1,13, and 25, Levergood et. al. disclose: 

In response to receiving a URL request from a client for a file from the first 
server, determining if a user of the client has been granted authorization to 
access the file (see Column 3, lines 1 6-21 ). 

Generating a ticket that includes an identifier identifying the particular file 
on the second sever if the user has been granted authorization access 
(see Column 3, lines 50-54); 

Creating a redirect URL ticket to the file on the second server by . 

(i). Modifying the client's URL request to identify the second server 
(see Column 3, lines 38-42); and 
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(ii). Augmenting the URL request with the ticket authorizing access 
to the particular file (see Column 3, lines 38-43 and lines 50-54); 
and 

returning the redirect URL ticket to the client, such that the client 
uses the redirect URL to request the file from the second server 
(see Column 3, lines 41-43 and Column 7, lines 14-21). 

While Levergood et. al. do teach the use of a document management systems 
and multiple servers (see Column 8, 59-61), they do not, specifically teach 
allowing a content originator to publish a file on a first server, or specifying user 
authorization for a particular file, or file replication. 
The FileNet Functionality Sheet, on the other hand, does disclose: 

allowing a content originator to publish a file on a first server and to 
specify what users are authorized to access the file (see Functionality 
Sheet, lines 30-35); 

replicating the file from the first server on a second server (see 
Functionality Sheet, lines 56-57). 



9. As to claims 2, 14, and 26, Levergood et. al. disclose: 

Verifying the ticket on the second server and returning the requested file 
(see Column 6, lines 5-16). 



10. 



With regards to Claims 3, 15, and 27, Levergood et. al. further disclose: 



Application/Control Number: 09/832,683 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2145 

The web browser has not been customized to request tickets (see 
Columnn4, lines 24-31). 

11. With respect to Claims 4, 16, and 28, the FileNet Functionality sheet 
discloses: 

Allowing the content originator to specify what access privileges each user 
has with respect to the files, the access privileges including read, write, 
and delete (see lines 30-35). 

12. With regards to Claims 5, 17, and 29, the FileNet Functionality sheet 
further discloses: 

Allowing the access controls to be specified before and after the file is 
replicated onto the second server (see lines 30-35). 

13. With respect to Claims 6, 18, and 30, Levergood et. al. further disclose: 
Storing the name of the file in a database along with access privilege 
specified for the file, and when a user makes a request to access the file, 
looking up the name of the file in the database and determining if the user 
has been granted access to the file (see Column 6, lines 58-67). 

14. With respect to Claims 7, 19, and 31 , Levergood et. al. further disclose: 
Generating the URL ticket in the form: 

Scheme://servername/. . . /basedir; parameters/subdir/. . . /file, extension 
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(see Column 5: line 54). 

15. With respect to Claims 8, 20, and 32, Levergood et. al. disclose: 

Placing into the URL ticket a path parameter, a start parameter, a use-by 
parameter, an end parameter, a uid parameter, a clientid parameter, a 
sessionid parameter, and referrer parameter, and a message 
authentication code (MAC) (see Column 5, lines 56-65). 

16. With respect to Claims 9, 21 , and 33, Levergood et. al. discloses: 
Binding a combination of "basedir+path+sessionid" to an IP address of the 
client at first use of the URL ticket (see Column 6, lines 5-8). 

17. With respect to Claims 10, 22, and 34, Levergood et, al. discloses: 
Verifying the URL ticket as valid when: 

(i) the MAC is correct, 

(ii) a current time is between values of the start and use-by parameters, or 
the "basedir+path+sessionID" combination has previously been sued 
for the same IP address, 

(iii) the "basedir+path+sessionID" combination has not been used from a 
different IP address, and 

(iv) the URL requests a file that is in a subtree rooted by basedir+7"path 
(see Column 6, lines 5-16). 
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18. With respect to Claims 1 1, 23, and 35, Levergood et. al. disclose: 

(i) issuing a transfer ticket from the first server to the client when the first 
server needs to redirect the client to the second server (see Column 5, 
lines 49-52 and Column 6, lines 58-67), 

(ii) recognizing by the second server the transfer ticket in a response from 
the client (Column 6, lines 5-16), 

(iii) redirecting the client back to the second server with a URL ticket (see 
Column 7, lines 14-21), and 

(v) verifying the ticket on the second server and returning the requested 
file (Column 6, lines 5-16), 

19. With respect to Claims 12, 24, and 36, the FileNet Funtionality sheet 
further discloses: 

Providing a content server as the first server and providing at least one 
replica server as the second server (see lines 56-57). 

20. Levergood et. al. discloses an advanced system for controlling access to 
files across a large network, including multiple users and multiple servers, but not 
necessarily file replication. FileNet's product is a system for the advanced 
creation, maintenance, and support of such large system as the one disclosed in 
Levergood et. al. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the invention of Levergood et. al. with 
FileNet's product in order to provide ease of use (see FileNet Functionality 
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Sheet, line 18), system scalability (see FileNet Functionality Sheet, line 21), and 
high performance (see FileNet Functionality Sheet, lines 14-16). 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John F Gianola whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-3848. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Fri (8:30 - 
5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Valencia Martin-Wallace can be reached at (571)272-6159. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 




VALENCIA MARTIN-WALLACe 
SUPERVISORY PAJSNT EXAMINER 



